
THE CONTENTS OF THIS DOCUMENT 
ARE THE HIGHEST QUALITY AVAILABLE 

INITIAL 13/p DATE l/ad/, 



Appendix A 

Responsiveness Summary Comments 



Appendix A 

Comment Documents and Responses 

This appendix accompanies the Responsiveness Summary, Part III ofthe Record of Decision 
(ROD) for Operable Unit I-IO of Waste Area Group (WAG) I, Test Area North (TAN), at the Idaho 
National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory (INEEL). It contains the scanned images of all 
written comments received before the close of the comment periods, on both the original February and 
revised November proposed plans, and transcripts of oral comments made during the formal comment 
session of each public meeting. 

The scanned images are annotated with sidebars indicating the identified comments, using a three- 
part alphanumeric code to designate the document number, comment number within it, and response or 
responses in the Responsiveness Summary relevant to this comment. Each document number begins with 
an F, N, or T, identifying it as a written comment received following the February proposed plan (F), a 
written comment received following the November proposed plan(N), or an oral comment made during 
the formal comment period of a public meeting(T). All public meetings held were concerning the 
February proposed plan. The number following the letter F, N, or T was assigned to each separately 
received document according to the order in which it was received. The second number, following the 
hyphen, identifies comments identified within each document. Following the slash, the final number or 
numbers denote the response within the Responsiveness Summary that addresses the comment. 

Adjacent to the scanned comments are the Agency responses to them Most responses are 
presented on the same page as the comment they address. In cases where many comments were identified 
on a single page, the responses may continue onto following pages. Responses to comments that are 
identical or very similar in nature are repeated throughout the document. Comments lhat were grouped 
under the same issue code for the Responsiveness Summary may not have identical responses, however, 
depending on which portion of the response is germane to a particular comment. 

This Responsiveness Summary identified and responded to more than 250 statements of 
preferences and concerns, comments, and questions received in more than 60 pages of written comments 
from at least 20 individuals and interested groups, and as formal statements at three public meetings. The 
following indexes summarize the numbers of comments received on the various issues of concern defined 
in the Responsiveness Summary, and list the individuals and groups who submitted comments in writing 
or presented them orally at a public meeting. 
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Index of Public Comments and Responses by Issue of Concern 

Content and Organization ofthr Proposed t-07. F09 FIO Fi? NOI 

PM-ZA Tanks (TSF-26) Site Description and 

Sod Contammatmn Area 

F06. F07, NOI, NW, NO3, 

Turntable (TSF-06, Arca l3) Site Description 

1 
a. Comment category and response numbers are those used in the Responsiveness Summary, Part 111 ofthis ROD. 
h. The numbsr ofCommentors is an estimate ot~separatc individuals or organiratmns submlttmg comments “nr or more tmws on the 
TAN proposed plan. individuals or organizations that submiitcd more than one set ofcomments, or spoke at a public meeting in 
addition to submitting comments, are counted only once. 
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Index of Public Comments and Responses by Commenter 

Detonancour, D.H. 

1II.M.L. I 4 21 j 29 / 13-20 I 

IChristopher, Jim 1 unknown I * 1 F07 I 45 I 59 / 21-30 I 

Loveland, KayLin DOE Program Manager, Salt Lake City, 2 F08 6 6 31-33 
Envirocare ofUtah, Inc. Utah 

Timm, Christopher M. Albuquerque, I F09 6 7 34.36 
New Mexico 

Broscious, Chuck Environmental Defense Troy 7 FIO 12 13 37.45 
lnstitutc 

Farrar, Lawrence C. Montsc Associates Butlr, Montana 2 FII I I 46-47 

INEEL Citizens 
Advisory Board 

Christopher, Jim 

INEEL Citirrns Advisory Idaho Falls 
Board 

unknown 

[name not provided] unknown I 1 I NO2 I 6 I 8 I64 I 

1~~ Bros%ur[Chuck /EnvironmentalDefense ITroy I IO I NO3 / 16 I 21 I 65.75 / 

Commander. John I~reasursr, Coalition 21 IIdaho Falls I 2 I NO4 I 8 / 8 I 76-77 / 

IBrailsford, Beatrice Program Director, Snake Pocatello I 3 / NO5 1 13 1 16 I 78-83 

Carpenter, Ted L. Project Environmentalist, Fon Hall 3 NO6 I2 13 84-87 
Tribal DOE Program, 
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes 

INEEL Citizms INEEL Citizens Advisory Idaho Falls 3 NO7 II II 88-90 
Advisory Board Board 

[name not provided] Idaho Falls 2 TOI 2 9 91 
public meeting 

All&x. Pam Snake River Alliance Boise public I 'i-02 I I 92 

Broscious, Chuck Environmental Defense Moscow public 2 'TO3 2 3 94.95 
lnstitule meeting 
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Test Ares North, Waste Area Group 1 
Public Comment Document Fl 

L 

L-l Comment(s) Response 

I FL-l/25 

Fl-2182 

Fl-l/25 

The future resident exposure scenario 
siders a person who moves to the site 
(Section 6.3.1 of the comprehensive 
ment is a complex task, and the section 
tinues to be worked on iotensively ia 
its clarity while keeping it short. Suggestions 
are clear, and which still need improvement, 

Fl-?.I82 

The comprehensive RWFS determined 
does not threaten the aqoifer. The 1995 
Facility Injection Well determined on 
that this well is the source of groundwater 
last used os a disposal site io 1972. Remediatioo 
plume b&xv TAN is pnxoeding io accordance 
mation on this site is available in the 



Test Area North, Waste Ares Group 1 
Public Comment Document F2 

Response 

F2-117 

llx. Agencies encoorage citizen involvement 
To ensure opporhmities for public interaction 
meetings are conducted at multiple locations 
ested parties can participate, despite their 
MEEL provides other avenues for public 
gs. Postal addresses, telephone numbers, 
addresses are provided in each proposed 
mation, briefmgs, or tours from Agency 

The DOE is reootied to clean up inactive 
risk to human h&U or the envkonment 
Program, which was passed by Congress 
mental threats posed by hazardous waste 
Superfond progmm have a “bias for action.” 
(cleanup) is emphasized. The laws also 
dies. The Agencies (DOE, EPA, and 
investigate and undertake and complete 
to protect human health and the environment. 
the Federal Facility Agreement and Consent 
Cleanup activities most be cost4fective. 
evaluating three of the rive balancing 
long-tam effectiveness and permanence; 
through treatment; and short-term effectiveness. 
cost-effective if its costs are proportional 
The Agencies have detenoined io this 
human health and the environment if 
are not close to major population centers, 
residents could be exposed to risks from 



Test Area North, Waste Area Group 1 
Public Comment Document I?2 

Response 

FZ-31 
1,3 

FZ-3/I, 3 

The remedial action proposed in fhis 
work. CERCLAcleaoop foascs only 
eliminated by the cleanup activities. 
See also the respanx to Comment FZ-2, 

FZ-4125 

Risk assessment is a eomplcx task, end 
plans cootimws to be worked on intensively 
improve its clarity while keeping it short 
section are clear, end which still need 
Lead is a naturally occming metal that 
of which arc toxic to humans. Ingestion 
apesure. Tbe dangers of lead are greatly 
the coviromncnt sod accomolatc in orgaoisms. 
permanent impairment, end dcafh in both 
cause severe damage to the brain and 
Children arc paticolarly sensitive to the 
tkir growth and development. 
Polychlorioatcd biphcnyls (PCBs) arc 
principally wed as iosolaring liquids, 
However, they were dctcrmincd to be 
hcaltb hecause, when released into the 
down. PcBs may enter the body throogh 
contact, where they may damage gastric, 
systems of the body or cause cancer. 
PCBs were phased out tegioning in the 
The EPA’s Intcmct site (http://w.epa.gov) 
detailed toxicity infomutioo on mcreory, 
Asscmenk of risks and hazards 6om 
dctmnined by scientific testing and agreed 
Chemicals sod compounds for which 
(such as PCBs and diesel fuel) use hazard 
tified tbmugh f&ml and state rcgolations. 
constantly continues to refme and revise 



Test Area North, Waste Area Croup 1 
Public Comment Document FZ 

Response 



Test Area North, Waste Area Group 1 
Public Comment Document F2 

:omment(s) --I Response 

F2-513.34 

F2-5/ 
3, 34 

The primary objoetive of the feasibility 
alternatives that will protect homao health 
waste; by elimioating it through treatment; 
nating risks posed by each pathway at 
300.430) directs that (he alternatives that 
(I) the No Action rdtemative (which may 
remediation has already taken place) 
(2) me or more alternatives that provide 
engineering and, as necessary, institutional 
(3) a range of eltemotives involving treatment 
ume of cootaminaots sod, as appropriate, 
the cuntamination 
(4) one or mm innovative treatment technologies 
oqoal or bettor perfonoaoce or implementability, 
lower costs io comparison to demonstrated 
‘Ibreo criteria are used to develop and 
tam and long-term), implementability, 
adequate pmtocticm of human boaltb and 
are to be eliminated from fertber consideration. 
other evaluation. Altematives that are 
that would require equipment, spe&lists, 
able may be eliminated. If costs of construction 
are grossly excessive compared to overall 
considered for elimination. 
See also the response to Comments F2-2 



Test Area North, Waste Area Group 1 

L-l 

Comment(s) --“r”“- 

What’s Your Opinion? 
F3-l/38 

Mnst of the activities to remediate TAN . .._ 

F3-l/38 
by contractors, who may use qualified 
mates for remedial actions considered 
competitively bid witbii the local subcontracting 
Stabilization wages will apply. It is the 
whether workers employed by their company 
of state sources. The contractor or contractors 
ties under tbis ROD will be rcqulrcd 
the necessary work. 



Test Area North, Waste Area Croup 1 
Public Comment Document F4 

What’s Your O&Mont 

I I 

L-l Comment(s) 

F4-II7 

F4-24 

Response 

F4-117 --- 
The Agencies cocowagc citizen involvement 
To ensure opporhmiUes for public intcractioo 
meetings arc conducted at multiple locations 
&cd oarties can omticioate. desoitc their 
WAG’1 proposcd’plan \;as kiskd i 
comment periods for both proposed plans 
requests for additional lie to participate 
variety of topics arc discussed in the 
response to the coocans of the people 
many ongoing cleanup programs are 
meetings. In addition, the INEEL provides 
including tours aod briefings. Postal 
addresses, and Internet site addresses 
zens to get additional information, briefings, 
rcprcscntatives. 

F4-24 

The investigation and cleanup process 
tbc FFAKO for lbc INEEL sieoed in 
ensure that TAN remcdiation &ivitics 
human health and the environment by 
tional rcspoma, that meet standards 
(OOE, EPA, and State of Idaho). Thcac 
comprehensive RUFS and this ROD and 
The CERCLA pmc-ess carried out for 
tioos activities, to ensore the public approptiatc 
wide variely of sik-related decisions, 
altemativcs analysis, and selection of 
CERCLA process with its public comment 
heariog processes required by RCRA, 
foward. 



Test Area North, Waste Area Group 1 
Public Comment Document FS 

Response 

F5-1114 

F5-U20 

R-3/42 

F5-4141 

F5-S/l5 

F5-Ill4 .~.____.. 
The federal govcmmcot has an obligation 
trols (i.e., limit access) tn areas that 
the public nod workers until that risk 
intended pmposc. Achievement of this 
Gmgrcssional appropriation of soficicnt 
entity charged to maintain the institutional 
long as the federal government of the 

FS-2l20 

The selected action for each site that 
RVFS must satisfy tbc CERCLA threshold 
Health and the Environment, and compliance 
that atIer remcdiation is completed, any 
able threshold levels sod that if contamination 
human health and Ihc environment is 
conl~ols, as appropriate lhe fimal rcmcdiation 
Part II, Sections 7.8, sod 9, of this ROD. 
the environment will bc prolcctcd from 
was made in the comprehensive RL’FS 
retained sites. Details on residual contaminaioo 
the Screening Data Gap Analysis, ao 
Group I Operable Unit I-IO Samprehensive 

F5.3142 

CERCLA goidawc requires that remedial 
nine evaluation criteria. The criteria 
criteria that relate directly to statutory 
sco alternative, (2) balancing criteria 
altcmatives for the site by evaluating 
cost, and (3) modifying criteria that measure 
state agencies and the community 
‘Ibe two threshold criteria, which most 
overall protection of homao health and 
ARARs The five balaociog criteria, 
candidate alternatives, arc (1) long-term 
tion of toxicity, mobility, or volume through 
ness, (4) implementability, and (5) cost. 
nity acccptaoce, arc used in the linal 

FS-4141 
tnstitutional coot~ols am ongoing actions 
health and the environment. Institutional 
such as deed restrictions, and physical 
physical swctwes such as cmbaokmcnls, 
Institutional controls have relatively 
poocnt of a CERCLA response, especially 



Test Area North, Waste Area Group 1 
Public Comment Document FS 

1111 

Comment(s) Response 

R-4141 (continued) 

lmls. Institutional controls are not substituted 
treatment or removal) as the sole remedy 
mined not to be practicable during tbe 
where the remedial measwe leaves contamination 
potentially pose a risk to human health, 
ed to maintain protectiveness. Site reviews 
effectiveness of the institutional controls. 
any site at which radioactive contamination 
this ROD provides more details on institutional 

F5-5/15 
The meaning of the comment may not 
assessment cast estnnates are prepared 
cost estimates and revisions thereof present 
dollars, as net present value (NPV) dollars, 
cost estimates are presented in the body 
to CERCLA requirements DOE funding, 
mates. Further details about the cost estimates 
comprehensive RI/FS. 



r I I 
Test Area North, Waste Area Group 1 

Public Comment Document F6 
Response 

F&l/43 

The No Action altemativc must be 
study ta comply with requirements 
tions section 40 CFR 300.430(e)(6) 
investigations and feasibility studies 
some removal or remedial action has 
alternative is achmlly a No Further 
alternative, existing management practices 
The No Action alternative provides 
be compared during the evaluation 
ria CERCLA evaluation threshold 
ame with ARARs may OT may not 
ing on the particular chmactcristics 
tive does not meet the threshold criteria, 
altematives that do meet the threshold 
only the altematives under consideration 
posed Plan. 
Section I2 of the WAG I comprehensive 
altematives for each site requiring 
native. In the revised proposed plan, 
for the V-Tanks (TSF-09 and TSF-18). 
Contamination Area South of tbe Turntable 
ation demonshted that the No Action 

F&2/70 

The reevaluation of the alternatives 
ment led to development of a new 

Fh-2170 fcrred alternative. 

F6-3175 
‘Ihe initial cleanup of mercwy was 
1950s and 1960s. Standard procedure 
mercury Ewing later cleanup actions, 

F6-3l75 were based on soil ingestion risk-based 
RUFS, the Mercury Spill site was 
ingestion risk-based cmcentmions. 
soil ingestion, because mercury can 
remaining cwtamination excaded 

F6-w 
74, 76.27 F64174,76,27 

lk commenten: are correct that mercury 
humans. The November proposed 
sion in the table prewding risks. 
One assumplion used in the hypothetical 
resident might excavate a basement 
whichever is less, and spread the excavated 



Test Area North, Waske Area Group 1 
public Comment Document F6 

altaRPS 
F6-l/43 

F6-l/43 

The No Action alternative must be developed 
study to comply witi requiremarts of 
tiom section 40 CFR 300.430(c)(6) 
investigations and feasibility studies 
sane removal 01 remedial aclion has 
alterhive is actually a No Fwthcr Action 
dtcrMtivc,cxistiag management practices 
The No Action abcmative provides 
be canpared during the evalwticm of 
ria CERCLA evaluation tirchold 
ancc with ARARs may a may not lx 
ing on the particular clmmc~cs 
tive does cat meet tbc threshold criteria, 
altcmUives that de meet the tbrcslmld 
cdy the altcmatives ucder c.3nsidcdm 
posed Plan. 
Section 12 of the WAG 1 comprchensivc 
cdtcmahves for each site reqirhg remedial 
native. In he revised pmpwd plan, 
for the. V-T& (TSF-09 and TSF-18), 
ConWon Area south of tic Tumtablc 
a&m demooseated that the No Actian 

F6-2i70 

F6-2l70 

The recvduation of the altcmativcs 
meat led to development of a new ahcmative 
ferred altcmative. 

F6-3175 

The initial cleanup of mercury was performed 
1950s and 1960s. Standard procedure 
lllclcury. During later clesnup actions, 

F6-3f75 were based on soil ill&n risk-bad 
WFS. the Mercury Spill site was reevaluated 
ingdm risk-based ccil~alicns. 
soil ingesti% because mcmury can 
remaining c?mmmimtion exceeded those 

F6-U 
74, 76,27 F6-4174.76.27 

Theunnmeatenareeorrectthatm~~doffnotpresentacrmcernskto 
humans. The November pposed plan 
sicn in the table prcsathg risks. 
One assumption used in the h*cal 
resident might excavate a basement 
whichevw is Icss, and q-cad the cxcavatcd 



Test Area North, Waste Area Group 1 
Public Comment Document F6 

-III 
F6-4/74,76, 27 (continued) 
their home. Produce grown in the contaminated 
pathway of risk to the future resident. 
servative risk assessmenls to ensure current 
health and the environment. 
Uniform CERCLA regulations/process 
used in the wmprcbcnsive RIIFS bc based 
able levels. The alternatives subsequently 
them are likewise required to relate only 
able levels. 



Test Area North, Waste Area Gmup 1 
Public Comment Docummt F6 

fte3poose 

I F6-5177 

F6-6l79 

F6-7/30 

F6-81 
1, I7 

F6-91 
2,80 

I 
F&IO/ 
17.35 

F6-S/77 
Based on low community slqpoll for 
expressed about treatment of the contambmtion, 
rcmcved fmn this ROD. A phytorcmediation 
at UIC site. Bssed on the results of the 
mition will be made as to subsequeent 

F6479 

It was previously B cwmon practice 
tmkaion as possible when fixing 
During one of the tank ranovals, some 
tion of a nearby tank. The varies 
reds cm be found in the Track 2 
Bexw. diesel and petrole.um pducts 
typical risk assessment calmol be performed. 
inaticm was compared against a CulTcnt 
During !hc period when the WFS invesiigatiw 
Risk Based Corrective Action (RBCA) 
agreed to utilii lk4.c standards as 

F&7/30 
The remedial action cbjcaivc for the 
SE revised (Novembn 1998) mcmoscd 
prohm hymocarbon co& 
dance with the State of Idaho Risk-Based 
,vas changea in this ROD to: “Prevent 
sih,mts in accordance with die State 
aax.” The 1,ooo q/kg reference to 
conform tc the state of Idaho Risk-Basxi 
Jmwary 1,1997. This change is de&ted 

meded in the Fe&al Facility Agreemmt 
Cleanup activitks must bc ccst-effwtivc. 
evaluating three of the five balancing 
img-tcm clSctiveness and permanence; 
through beti; and sbat-tcnn elT6ctiveness. 
costeffective if its costs are prqational 
opcmhs and maintmaoee costs for 
aad analysis, routine maintenance, 



Test h North, Waste Area Group 1 
Public Comment Document F6 

I// 

Comment(s) Response 

F6-WI, 17 (coutiuued) .- 
the review verities that the conuuninatio” 
health or the environment. (Some contaminants, 
attenuate, or decrease, over time.) The 
relatjvely high for some sites when extensive 
are required and must be continued for 
measures, which provide a permanent 
or removal, may cost less for some sites, 
are needed ouce the remedy is completed. 
removal lx preferred over limited action. 
measures and l&ited action responses 
tiveness, a” active response remedy will 
for s&ctio” ouly when active measures 
cost-effective. Cost estimates and assumptions 
comprehensive RUFS. 

F6-9/2, RO 
The EPA’s guidelines direct the remedy 
select remedies that are protective of 
tain protection over time, and that mkimize 
dy, therefore, the guidelines make. a preference 
treatment. Remedies that involve treabnent 
ures for waste that is highly toxic, bigbly 
relatively low long-tam threat or where 
contmls -such as cootabunent - am 
(such as deed reshictions) are also identified 
suppkment engineering controls, but 
meaS”reS (for i”sla”ce, treatment or co”tai”“Ie”t) 
evaluation of alternatives shows that 
Based on cxnnments received from the 
reevaluated. As described in the Feasibility 
native, I” Situ Biodegradation using 
infomxitio” about its cost-effectiveness 
the U.S. All alternatives were UK.” reevaluated 
Alternative 4 - Excavation and Land 
effectiveness through removal and treatmenl, 
alternatives evaluated because it would 

F6-10117, 35 

Limited Action involves long-term use 
monitoring, including S-year reviews, 
place, w where residual contamination 
The long-term institutional controls aud 
continued through the entire IO&year 
may increaSe the total cost of the Limikd 
immediate solution. 
see also response to co”une”l F6-8, 



Test Area North, Waste Area Group 1 
Public Comment kument F6 

F6-91 
2.80 

F6-II/47 

F6-lU52 

F6-13/ 
47,53 

F6-141 
50,57 

F6-l5/47 

F6-16/ 
47.48 

Response 

F6-l1/47 

Since the V-Tanks have not leaked, 
not eligible for calculation of risk iu 
The tank cmtcnts were included in 
Agencies. Su5cient iufommtia~ on 
the przbtid risk and to evaluate renlcdd 
Remdiatiat of tb-c site would be much 
release has c.zcufred. It is more cost-effective 
tbeyhavelcakedandatthesametimeasthesurroundingsoilqwhichmustbe 
remediatd at this time. Tiiliiss 
aeating the tauk contents now, in situ, 
releasehasocamed ItishuethattbedepthoftbeV-Tanlrsmigbtpncludethere 
being any cxpsum p&way. Good 
leave these caustiblcuts in place. 

F6-12l52 

A be&ability study of planar ISV, a 
ISV, was carried out iu 1998 for the 
Tmmbil iy Study for Planar In SIti 
TmnEr, October 1998 (INEELIEXT-98X0854), 
Reuxd. The results of tbc study demonsrated 
implmted aud would have high 
ad rstnmd& the V-T.&s. The 
as shown in the NcwembR 1998 revised 
dy is less costly tbau the multiple 
mixtures of orgmic aud heavy metal 

F&13/47,53 
Planar ISV could stiultaneousiy beat, 
adous materials in the V-Tanks (iucluding 
surmuoding the tanks The plaoar 
Supmfkd projects to date. Previous 
show that pbmar ISV could be expect& 
aud surrounding cautaminatcd soil 

SaalsonsjwnsetoGmuuentF6-ll,ubove. 

F6-14/50,57 
The COCs at these two sites are similar. 
the V-Tauks. The PM-2A Tanks caksiu 
liquid, while the V-Tanks cautaio mostly 



Test Area North, Waste Area Group 1 
Public Comment Document F6 

I// 

Comment(s) Response 

F6-14/50,57 (continued) 
these ditkences, similar alternatives 
in strong differences in their overall implementability 
In situ vitrification (ISV) has now been 
lo be feasible for tanks up to the size of 
PM-2A Tanks are 50,000 gal and tbe implementability 
~~oftheal~~deveiopedfcrhesetwo~andtbeYeval~are 
intbzmnpehpnsveRuFSandtheF~ShdySup~lemenl 

F6- IS/41 

See response to Comment F6-II, above. 

F6-l6/47,48 

TheAgenciesmenotinfavorof~anARARwaiverforttussite. 
murttndcmtainspdic~d~ 
cTbfa&dfianmestale stale ccmamwxisndxdkipaMfcrihisnte.11k~ticipatedti 
lhe selected m&y fa Ux V-T&&s-Soil 
TaokcE8liaa$aul~-wil l~the~ipal~parsdby~V-Twksby 
ramving me snnce of w andtbuslxrk@ikpaUwaybjwhichafti 

> rece@xmaykoymed spzcificrwediatiangmlsforomtaninated 
1. te~inlheremedialdeslgn 
CD 

see also response to Comment Fh- I I, 



Test Area North, Waste Area Group 1 
Public Comment Document F6 

Response 

- 
F6-I61 Individual treatment of PCBs would have 
47,48 nes at this site. Bio&gmdatio~ or dec.hlorination 
(continued) compounds (“orgwics”), including PCBs. 

metals and mdionuclides would be required. 
F6-17/49 tivmess and cost-effectiveness required 

this site that would treat all contaminants 
Pretreatment of some contaminants (such 
subsequent treahnents for other cwtaminants. 
F6-18153 

I ‘6-18/53 

Planar 1SV is an enhancement of conventional 
lems that have occurred using conventional 
m&x from the gmund surface down, 
below the melt resulting in pressure buildup 
d l?om the melt pool, overheating of 
upsets Planar ISV resolves these issues 
sides of the contahination area, allowing 
inward toward the center so the vapors 
safely removed. Reliability problems 
planar ISV. 

1 ‘6.19117 

Planar ISV could simultaneously !zreat, 
ardous materials in the V-Tanks (including 
surrounding the tanks. A full-scale demonseation 
Control Act (TSCA) requirements was 
Supetid Site in Spokane, Washington, 
and an EPA TSCA permit was issued 
was successfully petfomwl on dioxin 
Chemical Superfund Site in Salt Lake 
cy of over 99.99% was demonsued. 
for use on four Superfund projects to 

II i6-20/14 

1 F6-2ll7 

FM the V-Tanks treatability study, two 
sod liom the TAN site, demon&&d that 
cient scale and contigumtion to process 
was p-domed on a 4,500-gal scale&down 
ed sludge and liquids, including a non-radioactive 
materitds present in the actual V-Tanka 
space in the tank was filled with soil. 
developed symmetrically with no pressure 
tank WBS succestidly treated with no process 
post-tesl chemical sampling data indicnted 
ment in the bottom of the tank, the cesium 
99.97% of the cesium w&s retained in 
the soil were also rcmediated. The minor 
and wood) that were processed during 
pmcess Although organ& were not present 
cessfully demonstrated previously that 
organic contaminants while ensuring full 
ments. The vibitied block was excavated, 



Test Area North, Waste Area Gmup 1 
Public Comment Document F6 

I/ 

Comment(s) Response 

F6-18/53 (continued) 
tiveness. The wncenh-ation of cesiom, 
were shown to be essentially uniform 
However, the treatability study also identified 
ed io the cost estimate prepared for the 
proposed plan As .a result, the Alternative 
Tanks sites increased by SO%, lowering 
cost-cffective”ess. 
At the same time, two commercial facilities 
of the taok contents, increasing the implementability 
Tank Removal, Ex Situ Treatment of Tank 
are permitted to dispose of mixed wastes 
Tanks alternatives were reevaluated to 
cost and the off-site treatment availability. 
Alternative 2 would have equally high 
ty and greater cost-effectiveness compared 
selected as the remedy for the V-Tanks. 
alternatives for the V-Tanks are in Part 

F6-19117 
See the response to Comment F6.8, above. 

F6-20114 
?he federal govemment has an obligation 
trols (i.e., limit access) to areas that pose 
the public and workers until that risk 
intended purpose. Achievement of this 
Congressional appropriation of sufficient 
entity charged to maintain the institutional 
long as the federal govcmment of the 

F6-2lf7 
The Agencies encourage citizen involvement 
The WAG I proposed plan was revised 
response to public comments. The comment 
extended in response to public requests 
decision-making process. 
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F7-l/ 
8, 10 

I F7-249 

F7-31 
8, 10 

F7-318, 10 

See reqome to Comment F7-I, above. 
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F7-4110 

F7-5113 

F7-6l 
21,22 

F7-7121 

F7-81 
63,64 

F7-9175 

Response 

F7-4110 

See response to Comment F7-I, above. 
F7-5113 
The possibility exisu; that cwtaminated 
INEEL FFAKO cf in tbis comprehensive 
future as a result of routine operations. 
tion and dismantlement (D&D) activities 
the process for llcw site inclusion def& 
pursuant to the RAOs and tinal mmediation 
The comprehensive RI/Xi process at WAG 
potential release sites. Active operations 
ered under various company manuals 
control pmcedwes. 

F7-6121.22 
Co-located facilities is a term developed 
ties near or adjacent to sites included 
process and that are still in use or in standby 
tion, an analysis of 89 such facilities and 
extmt to which they could contribute to 
pxentid future releases. These sites could 
First, there could be contamination present 
ticms of the struehue (such as in piping) 
until the stndure is dismantled. Second, 
the potential for a future release to the 
analysis evalue.t~I the possibility for these 
past activities at ulese and similar facilities. 
potential to contribute to future risk at 
asphalt pads outside the Radioactive Pats 
buildings (TAN47 and -648), and the 
and Transfer/Storage buildings (TAN-616 
nent dueat of release; theii retention is 
ios or documented past releases at these 
tions at TAN, these sites are covered under 
dues. The potential for these retained 
very remote. The analysis of w-located 
cedures hat apply to (hem are in Appendix 
TAN-616 is a liquid waste treatment plant. 
evaluation because of potential for release 
and pipes. 
TAN-666 is a radioactive liquid waste 
use It is authorized for operation under 
contingency Plw. 
LOFT-02 is a disposal pond constructed 
ad now used only for sanitary wastewater 
operations. The comprehensive Rl/FS 
als in soil at the LOFT-02 pond is below 


